The interaction between speakers, audience, and chairmen was studied by 13 
been extensively discussed,'-6 but success depends also on the interest and understanding of the audience and the competence of the chairman.4 These factors have not been adequately studied. We present a study of the interactions between speaker, chairman, and audience during a large medical meeting at which 360 free papers were presented to a total audience of 2483 people.
Methods
The investigation took place during the 5th Annual Convention of the Medical Societies of Greece in Athens on 3-6 May, 1979 . Each of the papers was allotted 10 minutes for presentation and five minutes for discussion. They were presented during 48 sessions in seven conference rooms, and were evaluated by 13 investigators. The protocol (table I) A total of 48 chairmen presided over the 360 presentations, there being usually eight papers per session, and they all announced papers correctly. Only nine were careful in helping the speaker with microphone, pointer, and lights, and only 16 timed the presentations. The majority (40) thanked the speaker at the end.
The role of the chairmen in controlling discussion was generally poor. Only 16 encouraged discussion, 14 co-ordinated it adequately, and nine put questions to each speaker. In two sessions, each of eight papers, no questions were asked either by the audience or chairman, while in eight sessions the chairman monopolised the discussion. The behaviour of chairmen at the beginning and end of sessions was also poor. Thirty-eight of the 48 were present in the conference room before the beginning or at the scheduled time of the session, and 18 made a general comment before the announcement of the first paper, m .] i I but only 11 began on time. At the end 29 chairmen thanked the audience and speaker, but only two summarised briefly the papers and drew the session to a conclusion. Thirty-six sessions ended on time and finished 10 to 45 minutes earlier than scheduled. But 10 werc delayed longer than 30 minutes and up to 90 minutes, with consequent severe disruption of the programme.
AUDIENCE
The total number of listeners was 2483, and the average audience per session was 40-50. In five of the 48 sessions the number of participants was low (20-30) and in five high (80-130). At the time the session was scheduled to begin the audience ranged from 3% to 75% of the maximum number reached, which occurred around the middle of the session or later.
No discussion followed 70 presentations. Altogether 669 questions were asked, giving a mean of 2-2 questions per paper. The number of questions per session and the mean number of questions per free paper were not related to the size of the audience or to the order in which the papers were presented. There was a weak positive linear correlation (0 08) between the score for presentations and the number of questions asked (table III) . A scatter diagram suggested a curvilinear relationship indicating that there were at least two kinds of questionsthose arising from real interest, and others due to muddled presentation. A stronger coefficient (0-135) was found between the number of questions and the chairman's score (table IV) , and comparison with the compliance of both chairman and speaker indicated a similar distribution and correlation coefficient (r=0-133) and coefficient of determination of 0 05 (fig 2) . Noise during presentation was noted in 56 papers in 26 sessions. It was not related to the mean number of the audience, but appeared to be associated with the grade of the presentation, occurring in 24% of poor and 14% of good papers. Similar differences were observed between noise and the performance of chairmen, but neither were statistically significant.
Discussion
A large body of information was collected on the technique of presenting free papers, the performance of chairmen, and the response of the audience, which we hope will be useful to speakers and organisers at scientific meetings. The study was carried out without the knowledge of the participants, and their performance was not affected. One disadvantage was that 13 investigators took part, but a general rehearsal well before the convention and several meetings of all investigators minimised subjective factors and ensured a satisfactory level of agreement in subsequent scoring.
Evaluation of papers was based on 10 rather arbitrarily selected criteria cited as important in presenting scientific work.'-4 6 While only 15 presentations satisfied all ten of these, most scored eight or more. Despite the fact that all chairmen were elected presidents of societies and most were of high academic standing and familiar with scientific sessions, most failed to comply with the basic demands of the scientific programme and with the expectations of speakers and audience. The interest of an audience contributes greatly to the success of a convention, but is difficult to measure. We chose two rather arbitrary criteria as indicators of interest-namely, the number of questions asked after the paper and the frequency of noise during its presentation. When a good speaker was combined with a competent chairman the number of questions was much higher than when either was poor. The amount of noise was also inversely related to the quality of presentation. These two findings suggest that competent speakers and chairmen hold the attention of an audience, which remains silent during the papers and asks more questions at the end. But these are clearly not the only factors. For example, a good communication, well presented, may fail to elicit any discussion, because the subject has been well delineated and no more needs to be said, while a poorly presented paper may lead to a technical debate on methodology and meaning.5
